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The Honorable Gordon J, Humphrey
Unitad States Senate

Dear Senator IInmphrey:

This is in response to your request that this Office investigate
allegations made by Mr, Allison T, French, Directer, Labor Rela-
tions, Florida Farm Bureau Federation, that appropriated funds have
been improperly expended by a graniee of two Federal agencies for union
activitins.

Mr, French alleges thot [‘euei al funds granted by AC’TIO\J and by the
Community Services Administration, (CSA) to the National Assouiation of
Farmworkers Organization (NAFO) for projects to assiSt migrant farm’
workers, are being utilized to agsist the United Farm Wovkers Union in
ite promotion of a nationwlide boycott by the public of "Chiquita” brand
bananas, Mv, French states that Cesar Chavesz, prcf-:idenl ‘of the United
Farm Workers Union, during an April 12, 1979, television Wppearance
urged supporters to contact the Union's boycott office at 1329 "E" Street,
N.W., ‘Washington, D.C. "The Distriot of Columbia telephone directory
contains a listing at this address for NAFQ, but not for the United Farm
Workers Union.

A

Under a grant from CSA, NAFO maintains tue National Int‘ormation
Network Assistance (NINA), a service to provide assistance to migrant
farm werkers throughout the country.. This service includes a nationwide
toll frce telephone hotline at the NAPO headquarters in Washington, D, C.,
to provide assistance to farmworkers regarding such items-.as housing,
health care and employment opportunities,

\ N
. On May &, 1979, Mr, French ecalled N}\I‘O‘s hotline for migrant farm
workers and asked for information ahout the United Farm Workers'Ujon
Loycott of "Chiquita’ brand bananas inf Florida, He states that a '\./lrs.
Fadilla was called to the phone to respond to his request. Mr, Prpnch
states that from the description of hoycott personnel and facilities'pro-
vided by Mrs, Padilla on the hotline, it appeared that she was describing
the facilities of the United Farm Workers Union rather than those of the
NAFO, Accordingly, Mr, French believes that Federal grant funds pro-
vided NAFO are being diveried to sapport the union activities of the Uited
Farm Workers Union or that NAFO is an agent or "front" for the United
Farm Workers Union designed to obtain Federal funds to use in support
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of the union, (In this regard, the Community Services Administration has
told us that the Union temporarily used space in NAFO headquarters and
has slnce moved to a permanent ‘ocation with the AFL-CIO headquarters,)

As & part of our investigation of Mr, IFrrench's allegations. we con-
tacted NAFO, the grantee and the Community Services Administration,
the grantoxr agency for the hotline and requested an explanation of the
events deseribed above,. NAFO provided the following explanation:

NAFO is a national coalition of 70 farm worker-governed, community
based organizations, The United IFarm Woriters Union is not and has
never been a member of NAFO, However, the Farm Worker Institute for
ducation and l.eadership Development (FIELD), a farmworker organiza-
tion closely associated with the United FFarm Workers AF'L-CIO has been
a NAFO member for ebouf, one year,

\.

The Asaociation provides a geries of sorvices and benefits to member
farm worker organi'zatioms. For example, NADO makas its office facili-
ties available to out-of-town officials and stalf persons of member organiza-
tions that are visiting Wasshingtou. D,C, NAFO contends that the services
provided to FIELD are no different than servicos provided to other member
organizations, Moreover;, NAFO states that it ‘relationship with FIELD is
identical to the velutionship between the Assocmtlon and any other member
organization, At the timg Mr, French called, . Mr, and Mrs, Padilla, who
are represented on the Board of FIELD and are #lso employees of the
United Farm Workers Union, were present in the Association offices en
other business, When Mrc. French requested information on the Chiquita
banana boycott, the NAFO employee servicing the hotline asked Mrs.,
Padilla to respond. Since Mrs. Padilla was not asked by the caller whom
she repregented, (NAI'O or the unian), it apparently did not occur to her
to {dentit‘v herself as representing the union,

: rI‘he CSA as the gran’ror agency aliio reported the results of its inves-
tigation of the allegations., After initially determining that the incident

was an i{solated ocourrence and that no violation of applicable statutory or
regulatory provisions or grant condition had occurred, it subsequently con-
cluded that Mra, Padilla's response to Mr. ¥rench concerning the United
Farm Workers Union boycott ' * ¥ went beyond the mere relay of informa-
tion and thus. constituted a breach of Agency regulations prohibiting the use
of equipment to support a union activity.' 'These regulations are contained
45 CFR'§S 1068.8-2 et seq. (1979), copy enclosed, CSA states:

"M, Frénch's . \May 11, 1979 letter to Representative

Ireland and the ?ffldavi* attachéd thereto, relate two dif-

ferent inquiries thai Mr. French could have made, In
paragraph four of his letter, he says that he 'asked for infor-
mation about UFW's boycott of Chiquita bananas in Florida, !

In his affidavit he states that he 'asked if anybody in Gainesville
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was wm-king on the Chtquita banana boycott, ! Aqsuming
that this is what he actually nsked, the reply went beyond
permissible bounds in that it mclu\led unsolicited informa-~
ilon on a subject matter which is a urlion zetivity and thus,
jnferentially the response sought to support that activity,

"Generally, an inquiry by a migrant ah\out the nature of a
given labor market aould be responsed'to without concern,

\ Where, however, that inquiry touches upon a labor market
related matter, a boycott, which may aljo be a union activity,
the reply should provide responsive infor mation solely, other-
wise the response ceases being neutral,’

CSA's rgulations not only restrict granteen and their emplo; éea from
using Federal funds to engege in or support unmn activities but also place
an affirmative duty on grantees not to permit the use of Federal funds or ‘
equipment by others for nrohibited activities, 41nce--according to CSA-- !
Mvs, Padilla's response on the federally supported hotline to the inquiry |
concerning the United Farm Workers boycott went beyond the mere relax
of general information so as to constitute support of a union activity, .
' | there was an improper use of the grantee's federi.\lly supported equipment,

The improper expenditure of grant funds in thé case at hand would be
| ' the amount expended for leasing the hotline during the increment of time
: that Mrs, Padilla informed Mv, French about Unit¢d Farm Workers boy-

cott activities in I’lorida, a matter of a few minuteyf, and the administra- -
tive and overhead costs of the grant associated to thia period. Because BT
the amount of funds expended improperly in connectlon with this one T ~
isolated incident is so small, it would not be cost effective to attempt

- recovery., Hence we shall not require that such funds be recouped from the
grantee. 4 CFR Part 104,

CSA states that even though this appears to have been an isolated tnci-

dent, it plans to take corrective nctions to prevent a reoccurrence. I an
August 10, 1979 letter to us it states:

"Admittedly, there may be a fine line belweein responding

to a reqi;est for boycott}labor market information and pro-
viding information in support or opposition to a boycott;

and even though the situa ion in which this issue arose was
isolated, the goal of aqsu ing that migrants receiye respon-
sive and legitimate information warrants drawing\a line
rather than simply forbidding any response regarding a boy -
‘cott, We are, therefore, looking to establish guidelines
which agsure the timely relaying of job market information
while delireating the permissible bounds in which it miy be
relayed, 71o this end we are presently consulting with NAFO
As we develop appropriate guidelines, we will forward for
your information,"
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This would appear to prevent further misuse of the hotline and no further
action on our part is necessary,

We trust we have been regponsive to your request,
Sincerely yours,
/ ﬁk‘él‘“
Peputy Comptroller General
of the United States

4

Iinclosure





